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Dear Mr. Honker; 

The Uni"'<< States Fish and Wildlife Service (l'WS) submilled a letter to Mr. Gr<:g 

Valentine of your staff oonll:liojna comments feSarding a proposed permit ror the City of 
Dripping Spring.< in Hays COWlty, TX (un<kr signarurc of Mr. Adorn Zcm::nner, da!ed 21 

December 2016). The FWS !wtr CM.(iSIS of a \'llricty of com~niS conccming endall~ 
species. the water qualil)' of the proposed diseharge. and n:cbargc to the l:dwards Aquifer. In 

thai letter the FWS questioned whether the proposed discharge wvuld harm water quality ,.,;thin 
lh.e Edwards Aquifer, omd thus, potcntiolly hilrm endangered sJ>C<:Ies. The (~ty of Dripping 

Sprinss (COS) disagree.~ with thut pn:misc and is confident lhat lhc discharge will not impact the 
aquifer or any of the listed specie~ io tbc FWS kncr. 

Funher, th.e FWS letter Q011tains inconut a'»Umptions or mlS'Ufl<U:~cJin.gs of ocrtain 

bioJo&ic and hydrologic rnatte1$ that """"' CCDir1ll to their sta"'<< cvnecms. In cs.sence, FWS" 

comment.'\ were based on oonc:em of -contaminants-, but singles OUI a ~1atcd conccm of 

incrc:astd nilnltcs, in d>e Edw·.u:Us Aquifer and their impact, if (Illy. vn listed species and the flow 

path of wat~r rrom Onion Creek to th~ Edwan.ls Aquifer. These item~ are dil\Cusscd in detail in 

the body of this response. 

CDS is not certain that the FWS Qnd/or EPA arc familiar with the fact~ surruunding ils 

proposed permit CDS is requestilljl outhoruation (O discharge Up 10 995.000 gallons per day 

(Oi'U) or highly tn:ated effluent into a trihulUT)' ur Onion Cr<x:k, ~ch would flow for abvut a 



half mile bcfO<C entering into Onion c ..... k. The disclmgc point i> in lbe contributing 7Dne of 

the F.dwan!s Aquifer, approximate!) 20 str=n miles from the rccluqe .one. CDS proposes to 

U.40e an activated sludge bioloiP.cal nutrient removal plmt, suppk.-m<.."Dtod with chemical nutrient 

removal. to cnsu:rc compliance with St.o.te and Federal n.-quircmenl~. 

The Texa< C'.ommis.,inn on cnvirol10Jental Quality (TCEQ) dral) permit contains 

dis<har2• parameters that arc •ignificantly lower tl1an required by TCEQ rule (Cbl>pter 31 1 ). 

this includes ammonia nitro~cn limit of 1.2 milligrams per liter (m!VL) (as opposed to a typical 

limit of2.0 mgll); tout! pbospborus limit of0.15 mgiL (as opposed to a more common limit of 

1.0 miVI.) and a dissol•-.d oxygen roquix<m<.-nt of a minimum of 6.0 mgiL (as opposed to a 

typical minimum of 4.0-5.0 miVI .). TM plant -..ill be designed in -=o«<ance \\itb the technical. 

operational, and safety features pn;scribed in TCEQ rules (Chapter 217). 

F\VS ~uhmiued th~ir Uecembcr 22, 2016 letter to EI•A.. In response. EPA sent additional 

questions to TCF.Q apparently bt>sod on FWS' letter via email. CDS. os the Applicant, submits 

d>is writing to provide EPA a response to the FWS comments. The orsanization of Ibis respon<e 

is. lirst. a discussion of the wotcr quality . ...:ood. a discussion of the recharge aspect<, and third. 

a di.<eussion oftbe codangm:d >P<Ci"'- In addition, CDS will pn,nide Ei'l\ a ncspoosc to the 9 

qu•:•til)n.<, based on the December 22. 2016 FWS later, that Mr. Volentine asked TCEQ via 

cm.til. 

I. WATERQUALITY 

'll>e FWS has reviewed the dran 'I'I'UES pcm:1it and expres.<ed oeveml cone<...,, regarding the 

clllucnt quality, its effect upon Wtll.¢1' quality in Onion Cn::c:k~ and ultimately its effect upon the 

water cntorin& the Edwards Aquifer ra:J>arve .-.one. CUS \\ill provide SC' eru facts for review. 

Existjno Conditions 

The cxi:;Lirlg watc·r qua1ity in Onion Cr~k is rcl;;~livcly guod, in that it is low in urgunic OX'}'gcn· 

dttnanding muterials and nutrients undt:.t ha.c:etlow conditions. Streruntlow rates in the creek are 

highly ''ariablc:-. and rummer low Ouws ac: well as zero flows are common. Under ~hie 

base.: flow conditions.. the existing concentrations of nutrientli. in Onion Creek ttre relatively low. 
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fJowever, undc...-r slonmvatc...-r runoff conditions, nutrient concentrations arc commonly elevated 

and algal blooms do occur. On an annual basis, the majority of nutrient loading that travels 

down Onion Creek is associutcd \vilh stormv.ratc...-r runoff. Therefore, much of the recharge fi-om 

Onion Creek to the Ed·ward.~ Aquifer is derived from lhe:sc;: high-How conditions, which arc 

characterized by elevated nutrient and organics concentratioM. The watershed of the upper 

portion of the creek, largely that portion of the watershed that is located within the contributing 

zone to dlC aquifer, is experienchlg increac:ing urbaniYAlio.o. Urbuni:anion is uctivc in most areas 

in Huys County and particularly so in the area of CDS, with corninual development of oew 

subdivision .. -<;.. As ·with any u.rbunidng wuters~ as more developments arc completed and the 

degree of urb.tmi:aa1ion increases.. it is likely that the stormv.:atcr nmoff·related nutrient 

oonccnlr~llions and loadings will increa.<:e. 

Jt is important to no1e lhat many existing homes and a sizeable portion of the development taking 

place around the contributing 7.one and the recharge 7.one are ~rved hy individual on~ite 

wa'\te\\ra~r syslems. Thcs..:- onsilc systems lbuture minimal treatment afforded by septic tanks, 

"ith ultimate disposal in individual soil-bas<:d dr.rinficlds. The soil itself surrounding such 

drainficlds provides the majority of ''treatment" of the effluent relea.~d. Without the 

deveJopr.nent of oentntlizec.J wastcwtstcr service options, lhc number of septic systems would be 

expected to increa.c;e dramatically in t.he wateN:hecL 

Nitrate l.evel~ 

The nilrnlc level at Barton Springs has been st•blc over on observed range of typically 1.0 - 2.0 

mwr,.. However> F\VS expresses concern regarding an observation based on a report by Mahler, 

ct a! (2011) that nitrate levels may be increasing in the Edwards Aquilcr. CDS believes that 

Mahler's report does not ~how ar1y increa<:e in the range of nitrate level in Harton Springs. 

Despite the 1Hct Mahler's n .. -port as&.'Tts in the writlen rutiT~ltivc that nitrate-levels ure increasing, 

close inspection of the data within the report indicates that the nitrate level at 1:3anon Springs is 

in lilc~ stable over '"' ob.erved nmgc of ~ypicaJiy l .0-2.0 mg/L. The report's narrative mi~~es 

the point that from a water quality standpoint, the values of 1.3 mg/L (past median 

concentration) and 1.6 mg/L (more recent concc:nlratit.m) HTe essenthtlly Lhe same-ami within the 

observed range. The- <.liiTe~nce ir\ 1.3 rng/L a.rld 1.6 mg/1. can be simpJy explained and 
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attributable to underlying ditlCrcnces in stream hydrology during pa<;t and recent ~npling. The 

report even acknowledges tbu~ point fi.Jl(lll)'. the rep<Jrt ihlls to examine the mass balance 

aspects of the nitrate mass within the aquifert where it is clear that the nitrate concentration is 

dictated by nitrate conce-ntrations in the hig_her streamflow conditions across the recharge I'.One. 

Most importantly. Mahler's 2011 report did not consider or point to activity in the specific area 

of Dripping Springs as the source of conce.rn. which is approximately 20 miles from the recharge 

zone. Presumably, the distance from Dripping Springs to the recharge zone played a role in this 

omi~~ion. 

While ex-pressing concern about nitrates iUJ.d possible impact on listed species, FWS did not 

mention a 2015 study whe-re the- pot.ential toxicity of nitrogenous comp<)und<; to the Barton 

Spring_." Salamander was investigated in a la):x)ratOI)' study conducted under the auspices of the 

~WS and Texas State University (Crow, 2015). In short, the study found that salamanders have 

u tolerance for nitrntcs in the wat(.'f ft1r. far greater than the amount of nitrate in CDS' PN?J>Osed 

discharge. In the test, salamanders were exposed to \'aJ)'ing conoc::nlrntioos of unionized 

ammonia, nitrite nitrog.en, and nitrate nitrogen in order to determine a lethal concentration at 

wbicb SO% of the orguni•m.s died (LCSO). Study results indicated that the LC50 for ammonia 

nitroge-.n was 2.1 (Ug/L. for nitrite-Jlitmgen was 27.2 mg/L. and for nitrate nitrogen w·.:ts 851.1 

mgll. The typical range of nitrate nitrogen in Barton Springs is approximately 1.0 - 2.0 mg/1, 

as referenced in the preceding puragrapb. The! propo~d elllue-nL discharge will not raise the 

baseline concentration by a measurable ~.mount. 'Tlte ba,•::;eline nitrate concentration is 

substantially below the LCSO value determined cxpcrimcnlally. It is curious tha.t FWS t.)Jnitted 

this. work (I.S a. refert:oce- w:; Mr. Crow. the primary author. is employed by F\\'S in San Marcos. 

Texas. 

Proposed J)ischarge 

The propo•ed CDS discharge represented by the drul\ TPDES pormit will provide a significant 

improvement in area-wide wastewater clllucnt. quality, compared to effluent released by septic 

systems and typical land application eJTiuont quality. The proposed wastewater treatment pluot 

will feaLure hiologicaJ and chemical nutrient rcmovul processes. ar;..Tation proces..<:e.<; for removal 

4 



of oxygen-demunding material, e-nhanced 11ltration !Or removal of particulates. and rigorous 

disin.ICction. 'Jbe draf\ rermil sLipulatcs cffiucnt quality parameter.-; of 5 mg/L for both 

biochemical oxygen d<:JIU~Dd (live-day) and total <USpeodod wlids. as a daily average 

cooccntrnrion. As stated at the outset, the drall TPDES permit requires that elllu<nt phosphorus 

concentration he limited to 0.15 mg/L. the lowest permit-related limitation in Texas. The draft 

permit stipulateS au ummonia nitrogen limit of 1.2 mg/1. for the linl~ phase. While the draft 

TPOF.S pcnnit does not specifically require u total nitrogen or nitrate nitrogen limiL, the 

proposed \\•'aor;tewater lreUI.mt:-nt phmt prOCCSSCS wiJl ill fact produce an efnvc::nL wilb a V(.."fY lO\V 

total nitroge-n content.. anticipated to be ()..8 mg/L The combination of low phosphorus and 

nitrogen in the effluent will ensure that any potential in<.."TCascs in algal growth are limited to ve-ry 

shon distances below the discharge point. ens evaluation of lhe potential cJllucnt discharge 

indicates that any im:rcascs in algal g_rO\"th will be below visually detectable dHT<..'!Cnccs. 

CDS ha~ reviewed in detail the \\'ASP modeling anaJyscs conducted by the City of Austin 

(COA) (Ric.htet 2016a and b). CDS beHcves that there are ~ig.nilicant Lec.hnical deficiencies in 

the modeling an.llyses, and its resol.ts should be used only with great caution. Further, the fuct 

Cl»1t lhcrc axe two different model~ in the same calendar year can leml to some confusion. The 

fliSt version of the modeling report (Richter, 2016a) wa< based upon a propOSod effiuc:ot 

phosphorus concentration of 0.5 mg/1 . and a GOA-assumed nHr.ttc concentration of25 mg/L. 

·n1is origirntl V(.T.:,"ion of the modeling report is referenced by FWS in their comment leuer. Aller 

issuing tho original report, the COA revised their modeling (l.ink, 2016 and Richter. 20161:>) 1.0 

accommodate the dran permit e01ueol pho>-phorus cooccotrntioo of 0.15 mg/L and a projoctcd 

effluent nitrate concentration of 1.88 mg/1 ... 

U is unclear which ve.rsion of modeling result..; the. FWS discusses.. The revised modeling work 

concluded that effects upon algal g_m"U-th were restricted spatially to a reach of approxim~uely 2.5 

- 3 miles itnmedi.ately below lhc discharge poin~ and 1hat these cm ... -cts would raise benthic algae 

gro"1h to a mesotropbic biomass level. I bis should he contraStod with the initial modeling work 

d\al suggeSL.; that impacts on a.lgal growth may he see11 as far as 9 - 12 rn.iJes down.strt:am Qf tbe 

discharge point. 
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In any event, the FWS ao:;sertion t.but the COA rt"port suggested that nitrates from the emuent 

contribute to eutrOphicu~ion of Onion Creek and elevated nitrate concentration~ at the recharge 

>.one is incortc'CI. Firs~ the original report (Richter, 2016a) p"'""nted only model results for 

benthic algae and no nitrate concenuation pro flies. &:com!, the revised WASP modeling 

(Richter. 2016b) concluded that phosphoru.' wa' the nutrient limiting algal growth. and indicated 

that nitrate would be on the. order of 0.5 - 1.8 mg/L within Onion Creek, with an assertion that 

this concentration woulcJ be well ~1bovc baseline levels in the stream. This a.or;sertion is incorrect, 

given th e: c:xisling water quality database (for e.'<ample, the data l()r Onion Creek prcscnlcd in 

Mahler, 20 11). Given tl>e paucity of background data available for the WASP modeling work, 

the rt:sulls arc useful only for estimation of relative effecL<o from the effiuent dil:;churgc:, not 

absolote mag.:niludcs of ciTecls. 

It is un1ik.dy lhal CDS" proposed effluent would result in elevations in nitrate nitrogen 

conc(.'Utrations within the Edwards Aquifer. As e..xplained above, the opposite situation is more 

correct. The nitrate concentrations within the aquifer are dictated by the nitrnl.e concc:ntrotions in 

higher strcamflows across the. recharge 7.one, and w1der suc.h higher strea.mOow regimes. l.he 

small contribution of effluent would be imperceptible. Any effluent discharged by the propo•ed 

\\'astewater treatment plant will have much lower nitnllc: nitrogen wncentntlioru> than would be 

pre:;e-nl if (til of the residential customers instead relied upon onsitc septic systems and 

drainficlds. Funhcr~ as explained in discussion material below, the proposed CDS effluent 

disc.harge comprises onl.y a reJatjvely srn.aU fraction of the strc:mnilow in. Onion Creek and the: 

tlo\1\'S em:.m.ating from &rton Springs. For these rea.o:;on.IO, the effluent will not have any 

mtaSumblc: elf oct upon nitrate concentrations within the aquifer. 

The f'WS letter expres.'ies a cotlcern wilh contaminanL~ of emerging e<ulCenl (CECs) for JX>le.tlt.ial 

etTccts upon (,..'tldangcrcd species. The issue of CECs has been kno"n tOr many years and has 

heen considered ove.r a lengt hy period of time by the EPA. EPA prepared a "White Paper'' to 

descrihe the c.ballenges of establishing aquatic life criteria for CECs in 2008, u.sing techniques 

from available agency guidance docwnents (EPA, 2008). Since that time, EPA bas not yet 

developed at~y upprvp.riat.e c,.Titc;riu I.Or l.his broad caregory of constit.uenL~. Studies have shown 

tha~ lherc is litlle public health concern for mo!:it of tht: JX)I.l!n(iul contaminanL.:;; (Be.n!>on, 2017, 
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SlciD!c-Dorling, 2016, J<::ppSOn, 2016). With improvcmcnlS in an:>l)'ical techniques and 

capobilities, rnost or the oontaminant< are nnly inrrequcntly encountered in wai<I'S and then only 

01 pans "''r billion or lo~ concontralions. In fact, the M•hlcr (2011) work referenced 

previously sampled extensi,·c:ly IUr CECs. and foWld tha( ull concentrations were. very low, 

l>clow method reporting limiL,, and that some of the detections were likely the result or quality 

as.l$urMCe i.\.~ues. R¢c.:c:nt research hn..~ indicated that Jttool CECs arc rem(')ved very weU duri.n¥ 
conventional and a<J,.·ancc:d wa.~ewuur lreatme:nt processes. Treatment etftc::ti .. ·en~ss has Jx.-cn 
~ .. vn to be enhanced with ~ that feature a long_er 5alid~ relr:nliun time. such as the 
process proposed by CDS (Salveson, 2012). If any CECs ""' detected in effluent from an 

ad'"occd wastewater treatment pl;m~ they an: generally found 01 concentralions that arc well 

below benchmarks relevant to human health. Any detected concentro.tion~ fr(ml an advanced 

trenlmen1 plant will be lower than tho~ present in less high1y treated v.on..~tewater, and cerw.inly 
lower tlum the constituents that mighl e merge ffom septic system drainfields. The: prQp<.•scd 

treatment plant will he do:o;ignod and constructed in compliance _.ith upplicoblc TCEQ rules, and 

thi.< v.ill include provi.:;ion of backup power source.< to prevent unuuthorizcd disclwgcs. If there 

is any valid concern regurdin¥ U.: prcscncc ofCECs in t!anon Sptinas and Barton Springs Pool, 

lbco the focus should he upon ilS use as a public n:cn:rion pool, whete \'arious po:n;ooal usc 

product< including insect rcpcllants, sunscreen component<, hand ,..niti7<:1$ and medications arc 

dii"I:'CIIy introduced. 

Ar. n final conunent regarding the water quality a.~pect<: of the propo~ TPOES discharge from 

CDS, it h:L< to he recogni«.-.1 lbl1t the-re is considerable distance between the proposed <li:;ch~~<g< 

puint md the Edwards Aquifer recharge '"ne on Onion Cm:k. Tb<: best aVllilable mapping, 
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<~.< ~hown in the figure ah6ve, it\dieates that the disclul!gc IX>inl will he klCared approximately 

19.7 stream miles above the. upper c:dg~- or the. recharge zone, then continue for an additloru:1l 9 

miles to the lower end of the recharge zone-. Thus. regarding the composition of the ci11ucn~ 

discharge, it must travel a substantiaJ distance to arriv~ at tbi:- ~barge ,..one, and along the way, 

naturaJ degradation processes including seHling~ aeration. biological uptake, and photolysis will 

take plaoc, as well as dilution with ambient v.rater. At the point of recharge lo lhe aquifer, the 

cfilucnt would likely rtot be discentible from typical ambicnl water. Once the. Onion Creek flow 

enters the ~1quifer, its p.n;xise path is not kno'"U, but a direct slraighL-Iint: route would require 

travel over an additional 18.6 miles to reach Barton Springs. Along this route, it wil l be su~jcct 

to additional dilution ffom groundwater rcsic.lenl. in Lbe aquifer, and from recharge from Ikur 

Creek, Slaughter Crock, v.ruliomwn Creek, and Barton Creek. Given oil or the preceding 

factors, it can only be reasonably concluded that me propo•ed effluent discharge will olways he 

undctoch1blc at Bur(on Springs. 

2. t: DWARDS AQUIFER RECHARGE 
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Sln:lm flow In Onion Cr«:k has been -.·ell Wlderstood to result from ..,.ra.,., water runoff during 

wet period.•, ond lxlseflow supponcd by "!>rin¥S 3lld seeps from the liJll>Cr Trinity aquifer from 

its head watt"' all the way to the recharge 7.one of the Barton Sprill,j~S S<¥ment of the Edward• 

Aquifer (Wierman, 20 II ). The proposed effluent discharge by CDS ";11 he very small in 

relation (o the ambknt ~treamtlow'S in Onion Creek, and it v.111 take place many miles upsr.ream 

of the rocbarge zone for the r'-Clwunls A qui fer. COS believes that the proposed cmumt discharge 

eannot possibly affect the water quality in the aquifer. In :lddition to lhc: abo'" discussion. CDS 

would >how us follows: 

l)i~ce lnvol·ved 

'I here is the issue of substtmtial di~tunec between the proposed discharac puint uncJ tht: rech.atge 

1.nne, M well as the distance frum I he t'i:Charge 7.one to Ba1ton Sprinll~· The uvu.ilabl~ mapping 

fOr lhe Edwatdt; Aquifer tccharge zone (sec Figure) indicates that the zone is crossed by Onion 

Crock approximately 20 stream milO< below the proposed cillucnt dischlll'ge point. At low to 

normal flow oonditions in Onion Creek, if it is assumed !hat • typical ambient flow velocity is 

uwroximalel) 0.1 ftlsec, it would llllr.c 293 hours, 0< 12 days. for ony cillucnt flo" from the 

tr<atm<:Dl pla.nl outfall to reoch the upper edge of the re<:barge zone:. As lhc: mixrure of effluent 

and stream baseflow moves along lhe creek, it is subject to mnny nnluraJ processes that will 

clT<..'\>l constituent conce1ltrations, inch1din.¥ oxidation, !;edimentation. bioloiical uptake, and 

photolysis. A:; explained in the preceding oomm<'llts, tht proposed effluent discharge will he of 

extremely high qualily, with very low conccntnuions of nutrients and oxygcn-dc:mand.ing 

materials. ond therefore, at the point of recharge, any effluent remaining will likely be 

Wldett<:tlble from ambient bascOuw conditions. As Slated abo'"' the: di.<tanoe fiom the rocbarge 

point to llartoo Springs is at lca:A 18.6 miles. 

Fraction of Flow 

The prtlp<ko;cd cflluent discharge reprcscnL' only a small fra«ion of tl1c bu:lefiow in Onion Creek 

and an even smaH.:r fractiorl of the discharge from Barton Sprinjp. Tile ultimate proposed 

effiuent flowratc from CDS lil<iHty is 0.995 MGD. which would not be rtachcd for many years. 

If tl1e entire 0.995 ~GO is di<cbarged to the tribulJ>ry of Onion Creek. it would represent a 
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relatively small flowrate-of 1.5 cfs. or l .ll4 ac-ft on an annual basis. This flow contribution is 

only u frucuon (2.9%) of the annual streamflow that pa.'l.<es through Onion Creek, which has an 

historical average flow value of37, 118 ae-IVyc'l!r (USGS, 2017). The median streamflow rate 

measured at the USGS <tation on Onion Creek near Driftwood is 1.2 cfs. lletween the region of 

the proposed discharge and the recharge zone, Onion Creek gains llow from Trinity AquH~-r 

groundwuta. on the order of several efs (Jolms~ 2014, Muller, 1990). 

A..-; the discharged effluent move~ do"vn Onion Creek, much of the vo1u.rne would be I0$1. via 

evaporation and evapotranspiration, much would infiltrate into shallow gravel layer~ in the 

strcambc'<i, and the remainder wotdd be substantially diluted by the normal bascflows within 

Onion Creek. A rnixtme of highly-<liluted highly-treated effioent and Onion Creek basetlow 

would cnt(.."f the aquifer along the recharge zone. but as water moves tov.'8l'd Barton Springs. it 

will also encounter recharge from other tributaries. The historical average flows for other 

contributing streams include near Creek at 5~113 ac-ftlyr. Slaughter Creek at 4,0~3 a~ftlyt, 

Williamson Creek at 3,043 ae-ftlyr, and Barton Creek at 40,851 ae-ftlyr (USGS, 2017). Once 

any mixture of effluent and nonnal basctlow is within the recharged aquilCr, il will encounter 

approximarely 300,000 ac-f\ (1 00,000 million gallons) of warer <tored therein (Slade, 1986), 

which will certainly mean that it would be impossible to de.tcct any vestiges of lhc c111m.'ll~ at the 

point of discharge from Harton .Springs. 

Flow Path 

With rcspccl lo groundwater flow paths. there is JlO geohydrolog.ic evidence that g.mund\'t-ater 

can flow from the recharge 7.one of the Edwards Aquifer at Onion Creek to Fern Bank Spring. 

Fern Bank Spring issues from the south bank of l.hc Blanco River. u.nd it i:; on the other side of a 

groundwater divide that separates the Bhtnco River afe}t fn.mt the: Barton Spring,.o; area. 'J11e 

spring is in the upper Trinity Aquifer, not the Edwards Aquifer (Johnson. 2012). There are 

references in the literature to the possibility tbt11. wuter in lhe U.arton Spring.o; segment could 

conceivably move toY.'ntd San Marcos Springs under ccrt.1in conditions (Hauwcrt,. 2009). Such a 

situation is prescribed as possible undc..-r overnow conditions that would be associated with 

conditions of excessive recharge (flooding). where.in Lhe potential dilution would be enormous 
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compared to the pOh:nti~1l volume of effluent. In any event, there is no gr:ohydrologie evaluation 

that sugg~ts that water might move towatd Comal Springs. 

3. ENDANGERED SPF.CH:S 

CDS' proposed disch.arg~ a') di5CU$sed above, will not adversdy impact wnter quality in Onion 

Creek. the Edv.'3.Cds Aquifer and/or Barlon Spring:~. As will be disc.ussed. lhe throe listed ::.-pccics 

F\VS di~cu.-:;ses depend on water for habitat. Since there is no impact on water quality, there will 

be no impact to these li5.ted species. 

The F\VS identities llm:c oquif<-r-dcpcnd<'lll >1'<'<.-ics thai may be impacted by the proposed 

discharge: Austin .Blind Salamander, Barton Spriogs Sa1amandc:.r, 0.1mal Springs f>ryopid 

Beetle. The two salamanders are. kno"'ll to occur in Bt1rton Springs and associated parts of the 

Edwards Aquil<:r in Travis County. The bocllc occurs in only Fern Bank Springs in Hays 

County and Coma! Spring...:; in Comal County. The stated concern of FWS is that the c;,:ndt•.ngvTCd 

species require clean water for survival and maintenance of habitat. 

The Comal Springs Dryopid Beetle, ,\'tygoparnus comalensi.~ wa.'\ listed aor; endangered by the 

lJ.S. Fish and Wildlife SerVice (FWS) in 1997 (62 I'R 66295) due I(> it< distrihution, from Comal 

Spring•, New Braunfels, and Fern Bank Springs in Hays County, Texas. "nd possible tbrc"ts of 

depletion of the Ed\"Y-ardS Aquifer irl the San Antonio Segment where it exte-nsively used for 

public and private water supply. Critical Habitallotaling 39.5 Surface acres surrounding the two 

>-prings wos designated by FWS in 2007 (72 fR 39248). and rcvis<-d to include 139 acres of 

suh<urface hahital in 2013 (7K FR 631 00). The Critical llabitat (Comal and Fen> l!ank Springs) 

tor the beetle is nor known to receive sig.niticant tlows ti'om the Batton Springs Segmeut of the 

Edwards Aquifer. 

Quite simply, as stntcd, th<..-rc is no gcohydrologic evaluation that suggests that recharge-from the 

Barton Springs zone of lh<: Edwards Aquifer can oe<upy a pathway south to Fern Bank Springs. 

CDS is somewhat mysLified by FWS' comment about "under certain conditions, recharge from 

Onion Crec:k may now 1.0\vanlS fern RJuJl'Spring..'\ in the San Aotonio Segment of the Edwards 

11 



Aquifer"'. For these and other reasons, co~cm with potential impact~ on the Drypoid Beetle are 

completely without merit. 

Even if recharge from Onion Creek were to Jlow towards Fom Blull' Springs, !here would be no 

impact on the Drypoid Heelle from CI)S' proposed di.charge. Among olber reasons, the qunlity 

of the proposed disc.harge will nut udvc:-~ly impact walc:r <ft.Ja.lity in Onion Creek aod thereby 

the Edwards Aquil";:r. The:: g.re~1t distance lhe lreatc:d effiucnt would travel along "'rith the dilution 

of()nion <:reek and the:: Edwan.ls Aquitet- further bolsWT this point. 

The Barton Springs Salamander~ Rurycea sosorum, wa.~ listed as erldallgered hy the F\VS in 1997 

(62 FR 23377) due to its range e-ncompassing th< spring outlets fed by lhc Edwards Aquifer in 

lower Barton Creek, J\ustirl~ Texa,~. The Final Recovery Plan was issued in SepJ.embe.r 2005 by 

FWS (70 FR 55412). While the salnDUIIlder was listed without d<:>ignation of Critical Hnbit>Ot, a 

Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Wll.S dcvclop<'<i by !he City of Austin Wawrsbcd Protection 

Department (July, 2013) ifJ oooperution wilb FWS to proteCt surface and subsurface features in 

the vicinity of the four spring openings from which the salamander is known. 

The Au!ttin Blind Salamander, J•;uryceu wuterlt'x>ensis, was lisl.ed as endangered in Augu.~ 201.1 

(7& FR 51277). At the same time, Critical Habitat for E. watcrloocnsis, encompassing an area of 

120 acres surrounding d1e spring openings, was desigJ>ated by FWS (78 FR 51327). The Barton 

Springs Salamander Recovery l'lan wa-' amended in July 2015 (80 FR 38729) to include the 

Austin Blind Salam.'UKic-r, and !he Amended Recovery Plan was published in January 2016. 

The Recovery l'lan originally developed for E. sosorum in 2005 (FWS, 2005) included 

information on the life history and habilat requirements c.1f E. walerlot~ensi:r~ which W3$ a 

candidate for listing as endangered at the time. Both salamanders arc believed lo h.(Jvc similar 

life history requirements and arc exposed to the srunc threats to physical habitats und \vd!cr 

supply. The Recovery Plan included consideration of the two most important factors potentially 

impacting the two species: (I) the necessity of maintaining the quantity and quality of water in 

the segment of the ~:dward.< Aquifer feeding lhc springs and (2) on maintuinifJg !he physical 

integrity of the spring system, limiting potential furtbc:r djsl.urbancc of the $turrou.nding surface 

and the subsurface void~ channeling water to the spring openings. The:: lower porlion of Barton 

Creek lie.< in a city park (Zilker) and is surrounded by urban dcvclopmenL The llatton Creek 
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elwmcl below lhc major spring opcnina(s) (Panhenia SpriftS$) ""' impowxlcd and lhc sln:am 

bonb extensively modified bc&imlill£ i11 the 1920's to provide a pub~c swimming pool. lbe 

other spring op<:nings have also bo;en modified to provide lxmk $1:lbility and protection as pqu1t of 

the pork futilities. 

The Rc..:nv~:ry Plan ft,r the-. salaehanders focused on the potential f·Or grnum.lwakr impact~ from 

curTCnl und fulut:e dcvc1opment in the contributing and rccharuc zone rur the llili'LOn Springs 

<egmcnt of the Edwards Aquifer. The octO)ns needed to acbi"'·c and maintain stable, self­

su.<rainiog populations of the t\\0 salornonders are listed in the AmcDdcd Final Re<Xl\'"'Y l'lan 

(2015): 

(I) Prot•-ct and. os necos.<ary, improve water quality (mcludin¥ the quality of 

sc;dimcnt) within the Btlrlon Springs watershed. 

(2) Minimize catastrophic wuh.:r t.tunlity threat<;. 

(3) Sustain adequate water quantity at Barton Springs. 

(4) Manage surface habitat at &non Springs. 

(5) Maintain captive populations of Barton Spring salanw>ders for rcscat<h 

aod ~oration pvrpc:~ 

(G) Develop and implement on outnacb plan. 

(7) Monitor the ewrcnt saiUIIUID<ler populatioM and the results of rccvvery 

efforts. 

The Recvvery Plan empha~i7.c~ protection of the immediate habitat and maintenance of water 

quality for protoclion of the salamaoders. The proposed "'"-""""'"" pcnnitting action by ens i< 

c:uosiSICOt with thl! Recovery Plan. It ;, imponant to note that the .-.lumander babitor in the 

vicinity oflower B:lnon Cn:clt has been preser.-cd and "'ill not be impaino.J b) the proposed CDS 

treabnent plant. The proposed wastewater trcatmtnl facility will not be located in proximity to 

the subject springs. instead. a.~ ~hov.n in the figun:: presented Mtlier in thi:s lcuer, the discharge 

point will be located roughly 20 slrcam miles above the oppc:r odgc of the recharge zone and 

n.1ughly 19 miles from the n:chnrs~ point of entry to Bw1oo Spring..< JlrOpcr. 
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\Vith respect to maintenance of water quality, CDS maintains that the proposed discharge under 

the TPDES permit will have no mensurable clicct upon water quality in the Edwards Aquifer. 

CDS faci lity will produce treated effluent of excellent quality; comparable or superior to any 

other highly treulOO etHuents in Texa.~ or Region VI. ln addilion lo the tact that the treated 

eftluent will be or extremely high quality, it \\111 be released into a lribulllry whcrcrrom it would 

have; to travel 20 miles of stream channel until it reaches the n.-chargc zone of the f...<hvard.~ 

Aquifer. This 20-mile travel thl'()ugb the- s-u:cum channel will afford additional time tOr naturol 

c.h .• "g!Udation processes to take place and for di I uti on with ambient water to occur~ such that the 

combin~ c::inocnt and ambient water will be indistinguishable &om lbt: ambient water. The 

proposed effluent discharge ut l,ll4 ac-ll per year would comprise only 2.9% of the total flow in 

Onioo Cr..:ek on an average basis. Once any portion or this emue-ot ..:ntcrs into the aquifer. it 

may be futtller diluted by approx:imulcly 300.000 ac-ft of ground 'A'<ltcr within the aquifer as it 

subsequentl)' travc:ls un additional 20 miles toward the spring openings. /\s a result, the 

proposed effluent, or any of it~ component~. could JlOt possibly be detected til Barton Springs. 

The Recovery PJan discusses primarily septic tank effluent and land application of wastewater. 

The proposed discharge will eliminate many potential ::.eptic lank sysle-m:;. The propo:;ed 

effluent will feature string~t contrOl$ designed to pm"lde high quality disc.:hmgc. The cJllu~nl 

will he extremely .low in suspended solids and sediment which is one of the key parameters 

di<cu.<.<ed in the Recovery Plan. The low nutrient levels in the eilluent will >OlsO prevent. a 

proliferation of algal gtm\o1h in Onion Creek, whic.h will mean that recharg.ed wate-r from Onion 

Creek "'~II be similar in quulity to bistorict~J conditions. 

In addition, lhc R~..--covcry Plan appears lo 10cu:; on nonpoint source runoff from in<.-.r~;ng 

impervious cover and urbanization as the mosl direct potcnti..1.l contributor to aquifer water 

quality. CDS is a leader in requiring nonpoint source controls for new development in lhHl CDS 

requires new developments in the contributing zone and n..-charge zone to comply 'A'ilh extt:nsive 

nonpoint source:: ~n1rols. New dt:-veJoprnents are limited to I QUA. impe:rvioo.~ cover by ordinance 

for area.~ located on the recharge ?'.One. New developments that u.o:;e surface water from Lake 

Truvi::o are ""{Uircl ((.) d~ie,on Lheir land plans in c::onfOmwnc.:e with either Enhanced Optional 

Measures in the TCEQ's Edwards Aquifer mles or have their land plans reviewed and approved 

through the rws oniee. 
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We .. ;u •wreciato your fC\ic:w of these commenlS submiltc:d on behalf of CDS. Wo also would 

like lO ba•·c lhc oppommity lO visit wilh you about this maner. 

Very truly yours, 

C.:: Mr, Gtl:¥ Valentine, Env. Scientist, 'IPDI;s Managancnt Section 
Mr. Adam Zem:nncr, USFWS Field SupeNisor 
Mr. Stc•= Schar, Policy Ad,.;sor, Office oflhc Governor 
M<. St<phani< il<:rgcron Purdue, Deput)• Executive Director. TCEQ 
Mr. [)uvid Galindo, Director, Water Quality Divb.ion. TCEQ 
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